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Applicant requests review of the final rejection in the above-identified application. 
No Amendments are being filed with this request. 



Remarks 

All claims stand rejected under § 102(e) in view of U.S. Pat. No. 6,732,298 to 
Murthy et al. (hereinafter "Murthy"). It is well-known that under § 102, anticipation 
requires each and every claim element to be found in a single reference. 
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Verdeaaal Bros, v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631 (Fed. Cir. 1987). If a 
claim element is missing from a relied upon reference, a rejection under § 102 cannot 
be sustained. 

Independent claim 1 is directed to a method of "reboot reporting" that includes, 
among other things, the step of: 

"generating at least one non-maskable interrupt signal" (emphasis 
added). 

Claims 6, 13, 20, 22, and 26 are similar. Claim 6 describes "at least one processor and 
at least one non-maskable interrupt output." Claim 13 describes "means for 
outputting a non-maskable interrupt signal . . . ." Claims 20 and 22 describe "a non- 
maskable interrupt signal circuit . . . ." Claim 26 describes "means for generating a 
non-maskable interrupt signal." (Emphasis added). 

In order for a rejection under § 102 to be sustained, it is clear that the relied-upon 
Murthy reference must disclose a non-maskable interrupt. It is respectfully submitted 
that Murthy clearly does not disclose a non-maskable interrupt and, therefore, the 
rejection under § 102 cannot be sustained. In particular, the Abstract of Murthy 
unequivocally states that non-maskable interrupts are not used: 

"A system and method is disclosed for debugging of a hardware 
board that includes a processor with only a single level of interrupts that 
are either all enabled or all disabled. The processor does not implement 
nonmaskable interrupts. 9 ' (Emphasis added). 

Nevertheless, the final rejection attempts to sustain the § 102 rejection by relying on 
Murthy' s Summary of the Invention, which states: 

"The problems noted above are solved in large part by a single 
level interrupt processor on the array controller board that contains a 
critical failure input line that permits implementation of a nonmaskable 
pseudo-interrupt for debugging of the array controller. The nonmaskable 
pseudo-interrupt informs the processor of a debug request even when all 
device interrupts in the processor are disabled and the array controller 
board is inoperative." 
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In particular, it appears that the final rejection is relying on the disclosure an "array 
controller board that contains a critical failure input line that permits implementation of a 
nonmaskable pseudo-interrupt for debugging of the array controller" (emphasis 
added). 

In ordinary English usage, the word "pseudo" means "false or counterfeit; fake." 
(See, "pseudo." The American Heritage® Dictionary of the English Language, 4th ed. 
Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 2000. www.bartleby.com/61/. [accessed May 2, 2007]. 
Because the processor of Murthy "does not implement nonmaskable interrupts" 
(Abstract), Murthy adapts a different signal - a critical failure input line - and refers to it 
as a nonmaskable psuedo (i.e., false or counterfeit; fake) interrupt. Due to the 
acknowledged lack of non-maskable interrupts, Murthy takes a different approach by 
relying on a critical failure input line which is identified as a machine check exception 
signal 61. Hence, the relied-upon Summary of the Invention is consistent with the 
Abstract in that non-maskable interrupts are expressly not implemented by Murthy. 

Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the § 102 rejection of the independent 
claims cannot be sustained because Murthy expressly discloses that its processor does 
not implement nonmaskable interrupts. 

Dependent claim 5 requires "counting the number of times the non-maskable 
interrupt signal is generated." The final rejection asserts that this limitation is met by the 
following Murthy disclosure: 

"As shown in FIG. 2, various interrupts (int 0, int 1, int 2 . . . ) are 
generated by the devices given in FIG. 1 and FIG. 2 and are handled by 
processor 58." 

In particular, the final rejection states that the "Examiner considers the listing of into, 
int1, int2, as counting interrupts" (p. 16). The listing in the cited Murthy disclosure is 
clearly a reference to the structure shown in Figure 2, which has been reproduced 
below with arrows annotating the structure, and not a process step of "counting the 
number of times the non-maskable interrupt signal is generated." 
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Figure 2 of Murthy (Annotated with Arrows) 



Hence, it is respectfully submitted that the relied upon disclosure does teach or suggest 
the "counting . . ." limitation of dependent claim 5. 

Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the §1 02(e) rejection of the 
independent claims cannot be sustained because Murthy expressly states that its 
processor does not implement non-maskable interrupts. It is also respectfully submitted 
that dependent claim 5 is patentable on its own merit because the relied-upon 
description listing the reference numbers used in drawing figure 2 alone does not teach 
or disclose a process step of "counting the number of times the non-maskable interrupt 
signal is generated." 

Respectfully submitted, 




Nenad PejlclReg. No: 37,41 5) 
Calfee, Halter & Griswold, LLP 
(216)622-8835 
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